This paper advocates a new conception of the properties which determine the distribution of finite clausal complements (FCCs) in English. I argue against the orthodox view that FCCs are selected by matrix predicates on the basis of their interpretive type (Grimshaw 1979 , Rizzi 1997 , Ginzburg & Sag 2000 , and propose that distribution rather depends on the specification of the FCC in terms 
For Grimshaw (1979) , selection is purely semantic, and the syntactic structure of a clause is relevant only in so far as it provides the input to rules which assign an interpretive type to a clause.
However, she recognises that "treating complement selection syntactically is possible…if the relevant aspects of semantic interpretation are built into syntactic structure" (Grimshaw 1979: 317) .
This is precisely what we see in Rizzi's (1997: 362) cartographic account, where "Complementizers express the fact that a sentence is a question, a declarative, an exclamative…and can be selected as such by a higher selector". Nevertheless, this still adheres to the same basic idea that FCCs are selected by matrix predicates on the basis of their interpretive type, and that the empirical patterns to be accounted for are as presented in Table 1 . The only difference is that interpretive type has a direct syntactic correlate.
In this paper, I show that approaches which posit that FCCs are selected by matrix predicates on the basis of their interpretive type cannot parsimoniously account for the range of distributional data presented here. To make the argument concrete, I use accounts in the spirit of Grimshaw (1979) , where interpretive type is construed as purely semantic, to illustrate this point. However, Rizzi (1997) and other accounts which posit FCC-selection on the basis of syntactically-encoded interpretive type have the same shortcomings. Note that the goal of this paper is to provide a more accurate characterisation of the properties which are relevant to the distribution of FCCs than has been offered to date. Like these earlier accounts, it does not tackle the deeper question of why predicates differ in the selectional requirements they place on their complements.
presupposition "that the complement of the sentence expresses a true proposition" (Kiparsky & Kiparsky 1971: 345) . Whilst for Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1971: 345) it is speakers who presuppose, like Karttunen (1973) I consider presupposition rather to be a property of sentences. The relevant definition which I make use of is that of Shanon (1976: 247) for whom "A sentence S logically presupposes a sentence P just in case S logically implies P, and the negation of S also logically implies P". Thus, the that-clause complements to the predicate forget (4) are factive, whilst the thatclause complements to the predicate think are non-factive (5). On the basis of this semantic distinction, Ginzburg & Sag (2000: 72-78) consider that-clauses to belong to two distinct interpretive types. Non-factive that-clauses qualify as propositions, just as in Grimshaw (1979) . Factive that-clauses are assigned the interpretive type 'fact'. Predicates differ in which they permit as complements. The picture presented in the two accounts is summarised in Table 2 . (10), which does not simply present the factual recollection of a situation, but also appears to reactivate or elaborate on particular details of this.
With a that-clause, the result is at best stylistically odd, despite the fact that the combination remember + that-clause is in principle grammatical. Whilst this is only a first approximation of the interpretive distinction between CHCs and factive that-clauses, which remains to be refined and formalised in future work, the crucial point is that CHCs do differ in interpretation from factive that-clauses. b. Paul told me [ CHC how he was in love with Mary]. [Warner (1982: 182) , ex. (22), (23) It is by no means a new observation that (embedded) exclamatives are also factive (Grimshaw 1979 , Zanuttini & Portner 2003 . They show the same semantic behaviour as other factive complement clauses, as (11) illustrates. Nevertheless, it is even clearer than it was in the case of CHCs that factivity alone does not suffice to characterise the interpretation of exclamatives. As Grimshaw (1979: 284) notes, "the value of wh must be in some sense extreme". Thus although CHCs and embedded exclamatives may be string-identical (12), we can establish that we are nevertheless dealing with two different types of wh-clause from the fact that two distinct readings are available, as indicated in (i) and (ii). Thus whilst factivity is a property which exclamatives and CHCs hold in common with factive thatclauses, it is just one component of the meaning of the former two clause-types.
The distribution of complementiser-how clauses
Accounts differ in whether they emphasise the factivity shared by (factive) that-clauses and exclamatives, considering them as two different syntactic exponents of a single interpretive type 'fact' (Ginzburg & Sag 2000: 64) , or whether they rather focus on what is unique about the interpretation of these two kinds of FCC (Grimshaw 1979) , analysing each as a distinct interpretive type (see Table 3 ). Both types of account make predictions as to what is expected for the distribution of CHCs. Grimshaw's (1979) account does not naturally extend to capture these data either. Given that she assigns that-clauses the type 'proposition', and exclamatives the type 'exclamation', there seems equal semantic justification for CHCs qualifying as their own distinct interpretive type. Yet if this were the case, the fact that CHCs and exclamatives have precisely the same distribution is surprising. It could only be captured by stipulating that exactly the same range of predicates select for both of these types of FCC. Whilst such a system could be implemented, it would inevitably involve a lot of redundancy.
The empirical patterns rather seem to suggest that CHCs and exclamatives must constitute one interpretive type, if FCCs are indeed selected on the basis of their interpretive type. Yet not only does this give no explanation for the fact that there are many contexts in which factive that-clauses do pattern alike with exclamatives and CHCs, it is also difficult to conceive of an interpretive characterisation which captures both CHCs and exclamatives to the exclusion of factive thatclauses. Regardless of the particular implementation chosen, accounts which tie the distribution of FCCs directly to their interpretive type cannot parsimoniously capture the broader range of distributional data presented here. What is needed is a more fundamental rethinking of the factors which determine the distribution of FCCs.
Accounting for the distribution of complementiser-how clauses
CHCs and exclamatives are factive, but they are not the only factive complement clauses -there is also a 'factive' flavour of that-clause. Similarly, whilst CHCs and exclamatives are both introduced by wh-expressions, this characterisation does not differentiate them from embedded interrogatives.
However, what does distinguish CHCs and exclamatives from all other FCCs under consideration is the confluence of these two properties: CHCs and exclamatives are unique in being both factive, and introduced by wh-expressions.
I therefore propose that CHCs and embedded exclamatives share a specification for the syntactically encoded properties [+wh, +factive] . This is part of the broader system that I envisage, summarised in Table 5 They are intended as an inventory of all and only the features which matrix predicates make reference to in selecting for FCCs. Just as in Ginzburg & Sag's (2000) account, the system I propose allows the factivity common to CHCs, exclamatives and factive that-clauses to be captured, and attributes it a key role in determining the distribution of these FCCs. It departs from Ginzburg & Sag (2000) , however, firstly in additionally differentiating the former two types of FCC from the latter in terms of the [+/-wh] distinction, and secondly in encoding both this and factivity in the syntax of FCCs. independent support for both these innovations. Whilst I cannot hope to do justice to the vast literature, I cite some key works.
Numerous accounts posit wh as a syntactically relevant feature for the selection of complement clauses. Watanabe (1993: 526) explicitly claims that "There are only two types of clauses to be selected by a verb, namely wh-clauses and non-wh-clauses", although the full range of facts cannot be captured with this distinction alone. Notably, Watanabe (1993: 529) has recourse to a "factive operator…selected by the higher verb". Treating wh as a formal syntactic feature is not uncontentious, however. Other accounts (e.g. Šimík 2008 ) have rather sought to find a common semantic component to all uses of wh. However, with complementiser how added into the picture, it seems hard to maintain such a position.
The view that the semantic property of factivity is syntactically encoded in that-clause complements has been widespread since Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1971) , and the idea that the (non-)factivity of an FCC influences the range of matrix predicates under which it can occur is already present in their work. A syntactic encoding of factivity in other factive clauses has also been proposed (cf. Zanuttini & Portner (2003) for exclamatives, Legate (2010) for CHCs). Thus the novelty of my account is not in positing wh or factivity as syntactically-encoded components of FCCs, nor in suggesting that these are relevant for selection, but rather in claiming that both of these in combination determine the distribution of all FCCs in English.
Having motivated the characterisation of English FCCs presented in Table 5 , I turn to show how this captures the distributional patterns presented in Table 4 . to receive the semantic denotation of an exclamation, both a factive operator and a wh-operatorvariable configuration must be present in the syntax (Zanuttini & Portner (2003: 40) ). 13 Noting the striking similarity to the [+wh, +factive] selectionally-relevant specification which I independently assigned to exclamatives, I tentatively hypothesise that the features of a FCC which are relevant for its selection by a matrix predicate are related to (a sub-set of) the properties which contribute to determining the interpretation of the FCC. In this spirit, it seems plausible that CHC interpretation similarly relies upon the presence of a factive operator and a wh-expression, which contribute the same selectionally-relevant [+wh, +factive] syntactic specification as in exclamatives. The interpretive and syntactic differences CHCs show to exclamatives arise from the fact that the whexpression in the former is a complementiser, in the latter an operator. This points to the conclusion that the distribution of FCCs is not entirely divorced from their interpretation, but the connection is much more indirect than in the accounts discussed to date. This requires future corroboration on the basis of a broader range of complement clauses. 
Conclusions
In this paper I have presented new empirical patterns in the distribution of English FCCs which emerge when the data set is expanded to take CHCs into consideration. The common distribution of CHCs and exclamatives throws into question the standard view of matrix predicates selecting for FCC complements on the basis of interpretive type. I argued for an alternative approach, whereby the distribution of FCCs is rather determined by their syntactic specification in terms of the features [+/-wh, +/-factive]. A detailed investigation of how embedded interrogative clauses fit into this system is a topic for future research.
